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The root of international investment disputes lies in the uneven distribution of 
benefits, in order to better settlement of international investment disputes, the 
damages in charging of adjusting benefit plays a vital role. On the one hand, the 
damages can resolve Investment dispute, on the other hand, the damages could 
legalize the outcome of the dispute settlement. To this end, a systematic study on the 
damages for the international investment disputes has important theoretical and 
practical significance. 
In addition to the preamble and conclusion, the main contents of this article can 
be divided into four parts. 
The first part focuses on forms and legal standards for international investment 
disputes. Generally speaking, the forms of damage to the international investment can 
be divided into three types, namely, expropriation, violations of international law and 
the investment contract. On the basis of this classification, depending on specific 
investment arbitration cases, the author will present a analysis of the standards of 
compensation for these types of damages. 
The second part focuses on valuation elements and methods. Because the legal 
standard of compensation is just an abstract term, the final decision of the arbitral 
tribunal is a specific amount of compensation, the arbitral tribunal needs to transform 
the legal standard of compensation into a specific amount of compensation, this 
process is often referred to as valuation. Normally, the valuation process, including 
the basis for valuation, the valuation date and valuation methods. 
The third part focuses on the principles and related factors effectting the final 
amount of compensation. Mainly including three aspects, firstly, in addition to 
subjecting to the restrictions of the general principles of law, the arbitral tribunals 
have to consider the usual factors affectting the amount of compensation. In the 
meanwhile, Investment damage events occur under special circumstances, the arbitral 














decided the amount of compensation. 
The fourth part fouces on reflections and advices.Frankly speaking, the present 
regime is characterized of western-centralism, the developing countries received this 
regime passively. In author’s opinion, the current nature of international investment 
arbitration has been out of the traditional field of private law and entered into the field 
of public law presently, to this end, I believe that the standard of review of the arbitral 
tribunal should adapt some amendments, should take a relatively relaxed standard of 
review. Meanwhile, in the adjudication process, the arbitral tribunal shall give due 
consideration to the principle of proportionality, and to take non-monetary relief 
necessary in the circumstances. This will not only benefit the developing countries 
also benefit the developed countries. 
 
 



















BITs             Bilateral Investment Treaties 
DCF             Discounted Cash Flow 
ECT             Energy Charter Treaty 
FCN             Friendship, Commerce, and Navigation 
FMV             Fair Market Value 
FTAs             Free Trade Agreements 
ICC              International Chamber of Commerce 
ICJ               International Court of Justice 
ICSID            International Centre for Settlement of Investment Disputes 
IIAs              International Investment Agreements 
ILC              International Law Commission 
ILC              International Law Commission 
LCIA             London Court of International Arbitration 
MITs             Multilateral Investment Treaties 
NAFTA           North American Free Trade Agreement 
NIEO             New International Economic Order 
NPM             Non-Precluded Measures 
OECD            Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development 
PCIJ             Permanent Court of International Justice 
SCC              Stockholm Chamber of Commerce 
UNCITRAL       United Nations Commission on International Trade Law 
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